We approximately compute the normalization constant of the first infrared renormalon of the pole mass (and the singlet static potential). Estimates of higher order terms in the perturbative relation between the pole mass and the MS mass (and in the relation between the singlet static potential and α s ) are given. We define a matching scheme (the renormalon subtracted scheme) between QCD and any effective field theory with heavy quarks where, besides the usual perturbative matching, the first renormalon in the Borel plane of the pole mass is subtracted. A determination of the bottom MS quark mass from the Υ(1S) system is performed with this new scheme and the errors studied. +45 (λ 1 ) MeV. We finally discuss upon eventual improvements of these determinations.
Introduction
Systems composed by heavy quarks are very important in the study of the QCD dynamics. This is due to the fact that they can test QCD in a kinematical regime otherwise unreachable with only light quarks. They are characterized by having an scale, the mass of the heavy quark, much larger than any other dynamical scale in the problem. Therefore, it seems reasonable to study these systems by using effective field theories where the mass has been used as an expansion parameter. Some examples of such are HQET [1] for the the one-heavy quark sector and NRQCD [2] or pNRQCD [3, 4] for the Q-Q sector.
On general grounds, the matching coefficients of the (QCD) effective theories suffer from renormalon ambiguities [5] (for a review on renormalons see [6] ). This means that, in principle, one can not compute these matching coefficients with infinity accuracy in terms of the (short distance physics) parameters of the underlying theory. From a formal point of view, there is not fundamental problem related with these ambiguities, since the renormalon ambiguities of the matching coefficients cancel with the renormalon ambiguities in the calculation of the matrix elements in the effective theory in such a way that observables are renormalon free (as they should be) up to the order in the expansion parameters to which the calculation has been performed.
Being more specific, a generic matching coefficient c(ν/m) would have the following perturbative expansion in α s :
where α s (in the MS scheme) is normalized at the scale ν. Its Borel transform would be
and c is written in terms of its Borel transform as c =c + 
The ambiguity in the matching coefficient reflects in poles 1 in the Borel transform. If we take the one closest to the origin,
where a is a positive number, it sets up the maximal accuracy with which one can obtain the matching coefficients from a perturbative calculation, which is (roughly) of the order of δc ∼ r n * α n * s ,
where n * ∼ a αs
. Moreover, the fact that a is positive means that, even after Borel resummation, c suffers from a non-perturbative ambiguity of order
Effective Field Theory (c´s) Observable 1 Observable 2 Figure 1 : Symbolic relation between observables through the determination of the matching coefficients of the effective field theory.
As we have mentioned, these renormalon ambiguities will cancel anyhow in the final calculation of the observable. Therefore, we could ask ourselves why bother about this problem. The answer comes from the procedure we use to relate (and then predict) observables (see Fig. 1 ). Schematically, one takes one observable to fix the matching coefficient. In order to relate the matching coefficient with the observable, we use the effective field theory as a tool to provide the power counting rules in the calculation. Since we are relating one observable (a renormalon free object) with a matching coefficient suffering of some renormalon ambiguity, there must be another source of renormalon ambiguity as to cancel this one. As we have mentioned, the latter comes from the calculation of the matrix element in the effective theory. There is a problem here, however. If the matrix element in the effective theory is a non-perturbative object, the ambiguity of the matching coefficient is of the same size than this non-perturbative object that we do not know how to calculate anyhow. Nevertheless, if the matrix element in the effective theory is a perturbative object, the only way it has to show the renormalon is in a bad perturbative behavior in the expansion parameters in the effective theory (what is happening is that the coefficients that multiply the expansion parameters are not of O(1) due to the renormalon, i.e. the renormalon is breaking down the assumption of naturalness implicit in any effective theory). This may seem irrelevant since the ambiguity is the same in either case but in the latter situation it means that the observable is less sensitive to long distance than the matching coefficient itself. Thus, if, for instance, we wanted later on to get the short distance parameters from that (weakly sensitive to long distance physics) observable, we are not doing an optimal job, since we use an intermediate parameter (the matching coefficient) that can not be obtained with better accuracy than the ones displayed in Eqs. (5)- (6) , whereas the observable (and the short distance parameter) is less sensitive to long distance physics (the same problem will also appear if we want to relate two weakly sensitive to long distance physics observables through a more long distance sensitive matching coefficient). We can consider three examples (observables) to illustrate this point: the mass of the meson B (M B ), the inclusive semileptonic decay width of the B (Γ(B → X u lν)) and the mass of Υ(1S) (assuming in this latter case mα 2 s ≫ Λ QCD for illustration). For these observables, the first non-perturbative corrections (leaving aside renormalons) are of the following type:
where m OS is the pole mass. The above results only become true if the perturbative piece can be computed with such precision. Nevertheless, this is not true in the on-shell (OS) scheme, where one uses the pole mass as an expansion parameter, since the latter suffers from renormalon ambiguities [7, 8] . Therefore, effectively, the above observables can only be computed perturbatively (working with the pole mass) with the following precision
For the first observable this discussion is irrelevant but not for the other two, which become rather less well known that they could be.
Roughly speaking, the above discussion means that the renormalon of the matching coefficients can be spurious (it is not related to a real non-perturbative contribution in the observable) or real (it is related to a real non-perturbative contribution in the observable). In fact, this distinction depends on the observable we are considering rather than on the renormalon of the matching coefficient itself 2 . The point we want to stress is that at the matching calculation level it makes no sense this distinction. Therefore, there is no necessity to keep the renormalon ambiguity (that it only appears due to the specific factorization prescription we are using) in the matching coefficients (even more if we take into account that its only role is to worsen the perturbative expansion in the matching coefficients). Thus, our proposal is that one should figure out a matching scheme where the renormalon ambiguity is subtracted from the matching coefficients. This is the program we will pursue here for the specific case of effective field theories with heavy quarks. In principle, the same program should, eventually, be carried out with other effective theories. Nevertheless, the worsening of the perturbative expansion was especially evident in effective theories with heavy quarks. This is due to the fact that the renormalon singularities lie close together to the origin and that perturbative calculations have gone very far in this case [9] - [22] . In other effective field theories this problem may have not become so acute (yet) but it may become relevant in the future.
The structure of the paper is as follows. In the next section, we compute the normalization constant of the first infrared (IR) renormalon of the pole mass. We also give estimates of the higher order coefficients of the perturbative series relating the pole mass with the MS mass. In section 3, we compute the normalization constant of the first IR renormalon of the singlet static potential and also estimates of the higher order perturbative terms in the potential are given. In section 4, new definitions of the pole mass and the singlet static potential are given, within an effective field theory perspective, by subtracting their closest singularities to the origen in the Borel plane. In section 5, we provide a determination of the bottom MS mass from the Υ(1S) mass and an estimate of the errors within this new approach. In section 6, we provide a determination of the charm MS mass by using the mass difference between the B and D mesons. In section 7, we give our conclusions and discuss how to improve our determinations of the bottom and charm masses.
Mass normalization constant
The pole mass can be related to the MS renormalized mass -which in principle can be measured to any accuracy at a very high energy scale -by the series
where the normalization point ν = m MS is understood for m MS (in this way we effectively resum logs that are not associated to the renormalon since both m MS (ν) and m MS (m MS ) do not suffer from the bad renormalon behavior) and the first three coefficients r 0 , r 1 and r 2 are known [9] 
s , where n l is the number of light fermions; we will assume in this work that any other quark except the heavy quark is massless). The pole mass is also known to be IR finite and scheme-independent at any finite order in α s [23] . We then define the Borel transform
The behavior of the perturbative expansion of Eq. (9) at large orders is dictated by the closest singularity to the origin of its Borel transform, which happens to be located at t = 2π/β 0 , where we define
Being more precise, the behavior of the Borel transform near the closest singularity at the origin reads (we define u =
where by analytic term, we mean a piece that we expect it to be analytic up to the next renormalon (u = 1). This dictates the behavior of the perturbative expansion at large orders to be
The different b, c 1 , c 2 , etc ... can be obtained from the procedure used in [24] . The coefficients b and c 1 were computed (exactly!) in [24] , and c 2 in [6] (where, apparently, there are some missprints for its analogous expression s 2 ). They read
and
We then use the idea of [25] (see also [26] ) and define the new function
This function is singular but bounded at the first IR renormalon. Therefore, we can expect to obtain an approximate determination of N m if we know the first coefficients of the series in u and by using
The first three coefficients:
m and D (2) m are known in our case. In order the calculation to make sense, we choose ν ∼ m. In other words, we avoid to have another large (small) parameter, otherwise we should dealt with the necessity of resummation. If, for illustration, we restrict ourselves to the large β 0 approximation, the dimensionful parameters rearrange in the quantity
Therefore, the underlying assumption is that we are in a regime where (besides 2u − 1 ≪ 1) The convergence is surprisingly good. One can also see that the scale dependence is quite mild (there even appears a place of minimal sensitive to the scale dependence, see Fig. 2 ). If, for illustration, we take By using Eq. (12), we can now go backwards and give some estimates for the r n . They are displayed in Table 1 . We can see that they go closer to the exact values of r n when increasing n. This makes us feel confident that we are near the asymptotic regime dominated by the first IR renormalon and that for higher n our predictions will become an accurate estimate of the exact values. In fact, they are quite compatible with the results obtained by other methods like the large β 0 approximation (see Table 1 ). If we also compare with the estimates for r 3 given in Ref. [28] , our results are also roughly compatible with those up to differences of the order of 10 %, 20 % and 30 % for n f = 3, n f = 4 and n f = 5, respectively. In our estimates in Table 1 , we have included (formally) subleading terms in the 1/n expansion up to O(1/n 2 ). We show their impact in Table 2 . They happen to be corrections with respect the leading order result in all cases and of the order of 4 % or smaller for n > ∼ 2. The smallness of the O(1/n) corrections with respect the leading order result can be traced back to the approximate (numerical?) pattern β n ∼ β n 0 (for β 1 and β 2 ) for n f = 0 and that n f terms do not jeopardize this rule (this explains the strong dependence of the results with n f ). In fact, if this rule were exact, one can easily see that c n = 0 for all n. The breaking of this rule explains the non-zero values for c n . The O(1/n 2 ) terms depend on β 3 , which has been recently evaluated in [29] , through c 2 . In this case, however, we rather have β 3 ∼ 2β 3 0 and the n f terms are quite large breaking the pattern above. In fact, c 1 (the upper entry for r 0 in Table 2 ) strongly depends on n f so that if for n f = 0, c 1 and c 2 (the lower entry for r 0 in Table 2 ) are of the same size (c 1 ≃ −0.215, c 2 ≃ 0.185), for n f = 5, c 1 becomes an order of magnitude smaller than c 2 . Therefore, one may think of the smallness of c 1 as a numerical accident (for some specific values of n f ) not reflecting the natural size of the O(1/n) terms and therefore explaining the apparent breakdown (or slow convergence) of the 1/n expansion. This would be elucidated if β 4 were known. In the mean time, we will stick to this belief.
We can now try to see how the large β 0 approximation works in the determination of N m . In order to do so, we study the one chain approximation from which we obtain the value [7] 
By comparing with Eq. (18), we can see that it does not provide an accurate determination of N m . This may seem to be in contradiction with the accurate values that the large β 0 approximation provides for the r n (starting at n = 2) in Table 1 . Lacking of any physical explanation for this fact, it may just be considered to be a numerical accident. In fact, the r n = r n /m MSr 0r1r2r3r4 exact (n f = 3) [27] . agreement between our determination and the large β 0 results does not hold at very high orders in the perturbative expansion, whereas we believe, on physical grounds, since our approach incorporates the exact nature of the renormalon, that our determination should go closer to the exact result at high orders in perturbation theory. Nevertheless, the large β 0 approximation remains accurate up to relative high orders.
Static singlet potential normalization constant
One can think of playing the same game with the singlet static potential in the situation where Λ QCD ≪ 1/r. The potential, however, is not an IR safe object at any order in the perturbative expansion [30, 11] . Its perturbative expansion reads
where we have made explicit its dependence in the IR cutoff ν us . The first three coefficients V
s,1 and V
s,2 are known [10] as well as the leading-log terms of V
s,3 [11] (for the renormalization-group improved expression see [12] ). Nevertheless, these leading logs are not associated to the first IR renormalon, since they also appear in momentum space (see also the discussion below), so we will not consider them further in this section (or if one prefers, we will only consider coefficients that we fully know). We now use the observation that the first IR renormalon of the singlet static potential cancels with the renormalon of (twice) the pole mass. This has been proven in the (one-chain) large β 0 approximation in [31, 4] and at any loop (disregarding eventual effects due to ν us ) in [32] . We would like to argue that this cancellation holds without resort to any diagrammatic analysis as far as factorization between the different scales in the physical system is achieved. This can be done within an effective field theory framework where any renormalon ambiguity should cancel between operators and matching coefficients. Therefore, in the situation where 1/r ≫ Λ QCD , one can do the matching between NRQCD and pNRQCD and 2m OS + V (34)) 3 . This would prove the (first IR) renormalon cancellation at any loop (as well as proving the independence of this IR renormalon of ν us ). In a way, the argumentation would be similar to the one made for the renormalon cancellation in the electromagnetic correlator using the operator product expansion [7, 8] , where the renormalons are absorbed in local condensates. In our case, however, we are talking of non-local objects, but fortunately, effective field theories provide themselves as useful in these situations.
We can now read the asymptotic behavior of the static potential from the one of the pole mass and work analogously to the previous section. We define the Borel transform
The closest singularity to the origen is located at t = 2π/β 0 . This dictates the behavior of the perturbative expansion at large orders to be
and the Borel transform near the singularity reads
(23) In this case, by analytic term, we mean an analytic function up to the next IR renormalon at u = 3/2 [33] .
As in the previous section, we define the new function
3 Note that the same argumentation does not apply for the octet static potential V
o . The reason is that, even at leading order in 1/m, 2m
is not an observable. This is due to the fact that there is still interaction with low energy gluons, as one can see from Eq. (34) . Therefore, one expects 2m OS + V 
and try to obtain an approximate determination of N V by using the first three (known) coefficients of this series. By a discussion analogous to the one in the previous section, we fix ν = 1/r. We obtain (up to O(u 3 )| u=1/2 )
The convergence is not as good as in the previous section. Nevertheless, it is quite acceptable and, in this case, apparently, we have a sign alternating series. In fact, the scale dependence is quite mild (see Fig. 3 ) except (again) for small values of νr. Overall, up to small differences, the same picture than for N m applies. So far we have not made use of the fact that 2N m + N V = 0. We use this equality as a check of the reliability of our calculation. We can see that the cancellation is quite dramatic. We obtain
We should stress that the evaluation of N m and N V uses independent inputs. Therefore, this cancellation seems to be nontrivial. This makes us confident that the number we have obtained for N m (or N V ) is quite accurate. The difference is even better than what one would have expected from the last terms in the series of N V , but in this case, this may due to the fact that the series is sign-alternating.
In the following we will use the determination of N m to fix N V . Any difference should be included in the errors.
We can now obtain estimates for V (0) s,n by using Eq. (22) . They are displayed in Table  3 . Note that in Table 3 no input from the static potential has been used since even N V have been fixed by using the equality 2N m = −N V . We can see that the exact results are reproduced fairly well (the same discussion than for the r n determination applies). This makes us feel confident that we are near the asymptotic regime dominated by the first IR renormalon and that for higher n our predictions will become an accurate prediction of the exact results. The comparison with the values obtained with the large β 0 approximation would go (roughly) along the same lines than for the mass case, although the large β 0 results seem to be less accurate in this case (see Table 3 ). (22) s,n with ν = 1/r. Either the exact result (when available), the estimate using Eq. (22) , or the estimate using the large β 0 approximation [17, 18] .
In order to avoid large corrections from terms depending on ν us , the predictions should be understood with ν us = 1/r and later on one can use the renormalization group equations for the static potential [12] to keep track of the ν us dependence.
Finally, we would also like to mention that the previous discussion about the determination of N m in the large β 0 approximation also applies here for the determination of N V .
Renormalon subtracted matching and power counting
In effective theories with heavy quarks, the inverse of the heavy quark mass becomes one of the expansion parameters (and matching coefficients). A natural choice in the past (within the infinitely many possible definitions of the mass) has been the pole mass because it is the natural definition in OS processes where the particles finally measured in the detectors correspond to the fields in the Lagrangian (as in QED). Unfortunately, this is not the case in QCD and one reflection of this fact is that the pole mass suffers from renormalon singularities.
Moreover, these renormalon singularities lie close together to the origin and perturbative calculations have gone very far for systems with heavy quarks. At the practical level, this has reflected in the worsening of the perturbative expansion in processes where the pole mass was used as an expansion parameter [13, 20] . It is then natural to try to define a new expansion parameter replacing the pole mass but still being an adequate definition for threshold problems. This idea is not new and has already been pursued in the literature, where several definitions have arisen. For instance, the kinetic mass [8] , the PS mass [32] , the 1S mass [34] and the PS mass [35] . We can not resist the tentation of trying our own definition. We believe that, having a different systematics than the other definitions, it could further help to estimate the errors in the more recent determinations of the MS quark mass. Our definition, as the definitions above, try to cancel the bad perturbative behavior associated to the renormalon. On the other hand, we would like to understand this problem within an effective field theory perspective. From this point of view what one is seeing is that the coefficients multiplying the (small) expansion parameters in the effective theory calculation are not of natural size (of O (1)). The natural answer to this problem is that we are not properly separating scales in our effective theory and some effects from small scales are incorporated in the matching coefficients. These small scales are dynamically generated in n-loop calculations (n being large) and are of O(m e −n ) (we are having in mind a large β 0 evaluation) producing the bad (renormalon associated) perturbative behavior. The natural way to deal with this problem would be to perform an expansion of the (small) scale m e −n over the (large) scale m, or alike, for a n-loop calculation. Unfortunately, this is something that standard dimensional regularization does not know how to achieve since it does not know how to separate the scale m from the scale m e −n treating them on the same footing 4 . In order to overcome this problem, we may think of doing the Borel transform. In that case, the renormalon singularities correspond to the non-analytic terms in 1−2u. These terms also exist in the effective theory. Therefore, our procedure will be to subtract the pure renormalon contribution in the new mass definition, which we will call renormalon subtracted (RS) mass, m RS (with no pretentious aims, all the other mass definitions do cancel the renormalon as well, but rather for notational purposes). We define the Borel transform of m RS as follows
4 This problem does not appear in hard cut-off renormalization schemes or alike (to which, after all, will belong our scheme), which explicitely cut-off these scales. At this respect, we can not avoid thinking that we are in a similar situation to the beginnings of NRQCD (NRQED), where it was better known how to achieve the separation of scales with hard cut-off than with dimensional regularization [2, 36] . This problem was first solved in [37, 3] within an effective field theory framework (see also [38] where a solution within a diagrammatic approach was provided). A key point in the solution came by realizing that the way to implement the separation of scales (matching) in dimensional regularization was by first expanding the Feynman integrals with respect the small scales (the ones that would be kept in the effective theory) prior to integration. Obviously, a similar solution here (with no necessity of hard cutoff), where one should expand with respect the small scale me −n prior to integration, would be most welcome. This would change the perturbative expansion and the (small) scale me −n should be kept explicit in the effective theory. To date, we are not able to further substantiate this discussion but we expect to come back to this issue in the future.
where ν f could be understood as a factorization scale between QCD and NRQCD and, at this stage, should be smaller than m. The expression for m RS reads
where c 0 = 1. We expect that with this renormalon free definition the coefficients multiplying the expansion parameters in the effective theory calculation will have a natural size and also the coefficients multiplying the powers of α s in the perturbative expansion relating m RS with m MS . Therefore, we do not loose accuracy if we first obtain m RS and later on we use the perturbative relation between m RS and m MS in order to obtain the latter. Nevertheless, since we will work order by order in α s in the relation between m RS and m MS , it is important to expand everything in terms of α s , in particular α s (ν f ), in order to achieve the renormalon cancellation order by order in α s . Then, the perturbative expansion in terms of the MS mass reads
where
n are the ones expected to be of natural size (or at least not to be artificially enlarged by the first IR renormalon).
From Eq. (27), we can see that we are subtracting a finite piece (that should correspond to the renormalon for large n) for every r n . It is more than debatable whether we should do any subtraction for r 0 . Therefore, to test the scheme dependence of our results, we also define a modified RS scheme, RS', as follows
and the Borel transform corresponds to
At this stage, we would like to make some preliminary numbers to estimate the effect of our definition as well as to compare with other threshold masses. In order to simplify the discussion we define an static version of the 1S mass:
and compare the expansions for the pole mass, the PS mass, the RS mass and the (static) 1S mass. We display the results in Table 4 for the bottom quark and in Table 5 for the top quark. By default the value α s (M z ) = 0.118 is understood. The four loop evolution equation [29] has been used for the running of α s as provided by the program RunDec.m [39] . Overall, all the threshold mass definitions work well in the cancellation of the renormalon, as we can see by comparing with the pole mass result at higher orders. For the bottom quark case, we have displayed results for ν f = 2 and ν f = 1 since on the one hand, on conceptual grounds, we would like to keep ν f below (or of the order of) what it will (roughly) be the typical scales of the inverse Bohr radius in the Υ(1S) system but, on the other hand, we would like 
to keep it significantly larger than Λ QCD . This gives us little room to play. For the 1S (static mass), we have chosen, for a closer comparison with the other definitions, 1/r = 2, 1 GeV, respectively. For the top quark case, we have chosen ν f = 1/r = 3 GeV.
The shift from the pole mass to the RS mass affects the explicit expression of the effective Lagrangians. In particular, in HQET, at leading order, a residual mass term appears in the Lagrangian
where δm RS = m OS − m RS and similarly for the NRQCD Lagrangian.
For heavy quark-antiquark systems in the situation where Λ QCD ≪ mα s , it is convenient to integrate out the soft scale (∼ mα s ) in NRQCD ending up in pNRQCD. If we consider the leading order in 1/m, the residual mass term is absorbed in the static potential (in going from NRQCD to pNRQCD, one runs down the scale ν f up to ν f < ∼ mα s ). We can then, analogously to the RS mass, define an singlet static RS (RS') potential
where the coefficients multiplying the perturbative series should be of O(1) (provided that we expand V (0) s and δm RS in the same parameter, namely α s ). Notice also the trivial fact that the scheme dependence of m RS cancels with the scheme dependence of V RS . It is interesting to see the impact of this definition in the improvement of the perturbative expansion in the potential. Then, following analogously the discussion for the masses, we have compared our definition (the RS potential) with the PS potential and the singlet static potential for some typical values appearing in the bottom and top quark case. We have displayed the results in Tables 6 and 7 . We see that the improvement is quite dramatic with respect the expansion in the singlet static potential, yet, again, for the bottom case, we have little room for changing ν f . Table 3 has been used. The other parameters have been fixed to the values ν = 1/r = 2.5 GeV and n f = 4. 
o + 2δm RS(RS ′ ) and the 1/m potentials also get (straightforwardly) affected by rewriting the expansion in 1/m OS in terms of 1/m RS (see [3, 4, 14] for the definitions in the OS scheme and details). The above Lagrangian provides the appropriate description of systems for which, for their typical r, one has the inequality 1/r ≫ Λ QCD . If one further assumes that r 2 Λ 3 QCD ≪ mα 2 s , the power counting rules tell us that the leading solution corresponds to a Coulomb-type bound state being the non-perturbative effects corrections with respect to this leading solution. We will assume to be in this situation in the following.
One of the ultraviolet cutoffs in pNRQCD is ν us , which cutoffs the three-momentum of the gluons in pNRQCD and fulfills the relation mα 2 s ≪ ν us ≪ mα s . Without any further assumption about the (perturbative or non-perturbative) behavior at scales below ν us , one can compute the heavy quarkonium spectrum. Formally, we have the following expression (at the practical level, one could work in the OS scheme and do the replacement to the RS scheme, with the proper power counting, at the end)
where the ν us scale dependence of the different pieces cancels in the overall sum (for the perturbative sum this dependence first appears in A 5,RS nlj ). We expect that by working with the RS scheme (or with any other achieving the renormalon cancellation) the coefficients multiplying the powers of α s will now be of natural size and therefore the convergence improved compared with the OS scheme. So far, the A n,RS nlj coefficients are exactly known for n = 2, 3, 4 whereas some partial information is also known for A
5,RS
nlj and δM (U S) nlj . We will discuss them further in the next section. At this stage, we would like to discuss some few theoretical issues that may appear in the readers mind with respect these investigations (see also the discussion in Ref. [40] ). First, once one agrees to give up using the pole mass as an expansion parameter, one may still wonder why not to use the MS mass instead. There are several answers to this question. If we consider pNRQCD, working with m MS would mean introducing a large shift 5 , of O(mα s ), in the pNRQCD Lagrangian, therefore jeopardizing the power counting rules. In fact, the same happens in HQET. Thus, it seems necessary to work first in an scheme where the power counting rules are preserved, this invalidates the m MS mass (as far as we are talking about processes where the heavy quarks are near OS). On the other hand, we also require not to have large (not natural) coefficients multiplying the perturbative expansion. This invalidates the pole mass, remaining only the threshold schemes. Nevertheless, once one observable is obtained in a (safe) threshold scheme, one could consider to rewrite it in terms of the MS mass. Even that could be eventually dangerous. If, for instance, we consider the quantity M nlj and expand it in terms of m MS , there appear, in principle, two problems. One has to do with the resummation of logs, which, after all, is one of the motivations of the whole factorization program between different scales that effective field theories are (another is to provide, in an easy way, the power counting rules of the dynamics). By expanding everything in terms of α s , we reintroduce a potentially large log, ln m ν , in the coefficients multiplying the powers of α s (note that we can not minimize this log if at the price of introducing another large log, ln mαs ν
). Another problem is that, due to the fact that there is another scale, mα s , besides m, at least on conceptual grounds, we would not achieve the renormalon cancellation order by order in α s but it would occur between different orders in α s jeopardizing, in principle, the convergence of the perturbative expansion.
From the above discussion, we have seen that it is crucial to have a renormalon free expansion parameter and an scheme that preserves the power counting rules or, equivalently, to be able to write an effective Lagrangian (with the dynamics, i.e. the power counting rules) in terms of the new threshold masses. This is something that it is achieved by the threshold schemes, i.e. the kinetic, the PS-like, the 1S and the RS schemes. However, the 1S scheme seems to rely on assuming that the Q-Q system is a mainly perturbative system. Note also that the 1S and PS schemes depend on ν us . We see that the power counting rules in the RS scheme are the same than the ones in the OS scheme, the difference being that it is now expected that the terms in the perturbative expansion will be of natural size. We have then been able to solve the renormalon problem without giving up the factorization between different scales that is provided by effective field theories (in the OS scheme). Note also that the RS mass only knows of scales above the cut-off of the effective theory, a desirable feature in any factorization program.
Throughout this work much emphasis has been put on working with effective field theories. Therefore, one may honestly ask whether the problems with renormalons here exposed would disappear if one gives up using effective field theories. Nevertheless, a closer inspection seems to show that the renormalon problem always appears in physical problems where one has different scales and wants to achieve factorization between them. Thus, any procedure (name it effective field theory or not) that provides factorization and power counting rules will have the same kind of problems.
rules of pNRQCD (or HQET) at the practical level. However, it does from a conceptual point of view, in particular, one would have problems to assign power counting rules. Moreover, it would not incorporate the expected physical fact that for scales between m and ν f ≫ Λ QCD the threshold masses are the proper expansion parameters for processes near on-shell.
Bottom MS quark mass determination
In this section, we will determine the MS (and RS) bottom mass from the Υ(1S) mass. We will use the known results at next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO) in the OS scheme [13] and rewrite them in the RS scheme where the coefficients multiplying the perturbative expansion are expected to be of a natural size (for the moment we neglect ultrasoft contributions). In Figures 4 and 5 , we plot the scale dependence of the LO, NLO and NNLO predictions for the Υ(1S) mass in the RS and RS' scheme. 
dashed line), and the LO (dot-dashed line), NLO (dotted line) and NNLO (solid line) predictions for the Υ(1S) mass in terms of ν in the RS scheme. The value of m b,RS is taken from Eq. (36).
We can also check the dependence of our results with respect to the theoretical and experimental parameters. As a first estimation of the errors, we allow for a variation of ν, ν f , α s and N m as follows: ν = 2.5 
For the RS' scheme, we obtain the result (with the same variation of the parameters) 
dashed line), and the LO (dot-dashed line), NLO (dotted line) and NNLO (solid line) predictions for the Υ(1S) mass in terms of ν in the RS' scheme. The value of m b,RS ′ is taken from Eq. (38).
The MS mass result depends weakly on the variation of ν f and N m . For the latter it may seem surprising in view of the strong dependence of the RS mass but, to some extent, the variation of N m can be understood as a change of scheme.
With the results obtained in Eqs. (36) and (38) , the expansion for the Υ(1S) mass would read in the RS scheme (see Eq. (35)):
M Υ(1S) = 8 774 + 559 + 120 + 7 MeV, (40) and in the RS' scheme:
Both series seem to show convergence. Nevertheless, only in the RS' scheme a more physical interpretation can be given where the leading order solution corresponds to the negative Coulomb binding energy (but we can see that this affects very little the determination of the m MS mass). Naively, from Eqs. (40)- (41), one would be very optimistic about the errors. Nevertheless, let us try to go deeper into the error analysis. First, it may be not realistic to conclude from these results that the magnitude of the NNLO terms is of order of few MeV. The relative size between different orders will depend on the scale (as one can see in Figs. 4 and 5) . The major problems come at small ν and we will discuss them later. Leaving them aside, for the RS' scheme, the NNLO contributions remain quite small, whereas for RS scheme they can be of the order of −50 MeV for large values of ν. Being even more conservative, one can split the NNLO contributions into the ones due to the singlet static potential (+62 MeV and 45 MeV, with ν = 2.5 GeV, for the RS and RS' scheme, respectively) and the relativistic (−55 MeV and −47 MeV, with ν = 2.5 GeV, for the RS and RS' scheme, respectively) ones. Each of them happen to be of the order of 50 MeV with opposite signs. As far as the relativistic corrections is concerned, we can see that they are comfortably smaller than the O(mα 2 s ) leading term. For the correction due to the singlet static potential, convergence is also found in the RS scheme, whereas in the RS' scheme the convergence is quite slow. In fact, this is due to the fact that the magnitude of the LO and NLO terms in the RS scheme is larger than in the RS' scheme. Nevertheless, the discussion on the magnitude of the corrections due to the static potential is quite delicate since it strongly depends on the value of ν f used. A closer look also shows that the main part of the scale dependence comes from the relativistic corrections, which become very important at small scales. Nevertheless, one can think of this scale dependence arising because of neglecting some higher order logs that, on theoretical grounds, we know anyway. The, O(m OS α 5 s ), NNNLO logs are known in the OS scheme [14] (see also [15, 16] ). They may be considered to be of two different origen. Either those which can be minimized by choosing ν of the order of the inverse Bohr radius (for these an explicit expression can be found in Ref. [17] ), or those related either to the hard (∼ ln m), or to the ultrasoft scale (∼ ln ν us ). Therefore, the only piece of A
5,OS
101 left unknown (although by far the most difficult one) is the log-independent one. For this, there exists, at least, a large β 0 determination [17, 18] . In order, this evaluation in the OS scheme to be useful, one has to change to the RS scheme, where the renormalon cancellation is explicit and the NNNLO correction is expected to be of natural size (note that one has to take into account the change from the pole mass to the RS mass in the expressions). Once a value for the log-independent term of A
101 is assumed (we will use the large β 0 result), one can compute A
5,RS
101 without any further ambiguity and, thus, the complete NNNLO correction. We will use this result to give an estimate of the NNNLO corrections (and, therefore, further substantiate our previous discussion on the convergence of the series), and in order to study the scale dependence. Note that at this stage a dependence on ν us appears. If we believe that the large β 0 approximation provides (numerically) a good estimate of, at least, the size of the renormalon contribution to the binding energy in the OS scheme, we could expect our determination to provide a rough estimate of higher order effects. We show our results in Figs. 6 and 7.
Let us first concentrate on the scale dependence. We first consider the result without the inclusion of the logs related to the hard/ultrasoft scale (being them of different physical origen). The results are the dot-dashed line in Figs. 6 and 7. At small scales, we see the typical oscillatory behavior between different orders in the perturbative expansion when the series ends to converge. For scales where the calculation is reliable, we see that the correction goes in the direction one would expect by choosing a somewhat smaller value for ν (and therefore closer to the scale m RS C f α s ∼ 2 GeV) in the NNLO evaluation. On the other hand, if we are concerned about the absolute size of the NNNLO corrections, what we can see is that, according to our estimate, they are small. We can now add the large logs associated to the hard and ultrasoft scale (we use Eq. (19) from Ref. [14] ). They depend on ν us . We have chosen ν us = 1 GeV. Our results correspond to the dot lines in Figs. 6 and 7. We see that the correction is relatively small (and it goes closer to the dot-dashed result when we increase ν us ). It also blows up for small values of ν (this makes us believe that in order to properly deal with the scale dependence at small ν a renormalization-group improved evaluation could be useful). Therefore, we feel relatively confident about these sources of NNNLO corrections. However, this evaluation can not give an estimate of genuine O(m RS α 5 s ) corrections coming from other sources. We will discuss some of them right now as well as non-perturbative effects. 9.47
Figure 6: We plot the NNLO (dashed line) versus the NNNLO estimates in the RS scheme. a) NNNLO estimate without hard/ultrasoft logs (dot-dashed line) and b) NNNLO estimate including hard/ultrasoft logs with ν us = 1 GeV (dotted line). The value of m b,RS is taken from Eq. (36).
So far, we have just considered the expansion in A n,RS nlj α n s and neglected the ultrasoft effects. Let us consider them now. An explicit expression for the leading correction due to ultrasoft effects can be obtained using the multipole expansion without any assumption about the perturbative or non-perturbative behavior at ultrasoft scales. It reads [41, 14] (we actually write the Euclidean expression for easier comparison with other results in the literature)
where 
QCD (see [42] for details). C 0 O 0 was first computed in Refs. [43] and C 1 O 1 in Ref. [42] . The perturbative leading-log ν us scale dependence would cancel against the scale dependence of A 5,RS 10j producing log(α s )-type terms. The validity of these results for the physical system under study rely on two assumptions that one should check. One the one hand, the final result will depend on α s (mα 2 s ) (this is easily seen within an effective field theory framework) but mα 2 s is an small scale for the Υ(1S). If we take as an estimate H o − E 1 10 ∼ 360 MeV, we see that perturbation theory is not truthsworthy for this scale (although, obviously, numerical factors can play a role). If one, anyway, wants to study this situation, one can include the log-dependent terms from Eq. (43) in the NNNLO perturbative estimate (the dependence on ν us effectively disappears). This would produce a ∼ +50 MeV shift in the RS scheme (∼ +59 MeV in the RS' scheme) with respect to the NNLO results (for ν = 2.5 GeV), becoming even larger for small scales but decreasing for larger values of ν (in any case the shift depends on finite piece prescriptions) with, somewhat, the same shape than the dotted lines in Figs. 6 and 7 . On the other hand, as far as the nonperturbative corrections is concerned, one should check that the operator product expansion in terms of local condensates converges. If we use our central values (in the RS' scheme) plus the central values for the condensates used in Refs. [13, 42] , we obtain
We see that we do not find convergence. The situation improves by lowering the scale ν in α s (97 − 66 MeV for ν = 2 GeV and 53 − 21 MeV for ν = 1.5 GeV) and it also depends on the values of the condensates, which are poorly known 7 . We see that this working hypothesis is not favored by the central set of parameters of the Υ(1S) system, although it can not be ruled out if one scan over the possible values of the parameters (in fact, if one considers ν = 2 GeV a more natural scale for the soft scale, the operator product expansion would be on the verge of convergence). Nevertheless, for t-t production near threshold, the situation Λ QCD ≪ mα 2 s may be applicable and the results explained above useful. It may then seem that the Υ(1S) system lives in the situation where Λ QCD ∼ mα 2 s . In that case, we can not lower further ν us and the chromoelectric correlator in Eq. (42) cannot be computed using perturbation theory. We are then faced with the necessity of computing a non-perturbative non-local condensate. If in the previous case the knowledge of the local condensates was poor the situation is even worse now. This non-local condensate is related to the gluonic correlator for which the most general parameterization reads [44] (46) where for the gauge string a straight line is understood and D and D 1 are invariant functions of x 2 . In our case the following combination appears
In Ref. [47] , a lattice evaluation of the gluonic correlator was performed. The following parameterization was used to describe the lattice data (with t > 0)
7 The difference with the conclusions in Ref. [42, 13] follows from the fact that in these worksα s , as defined in [13] , was used as the expansion parameter instead of α s used here. Unfortunately,α s suffers from the renormalon ambiguity making it potentially large and bringing convergence to the operator product expansion.
8 At this stage, we would like to report some discrepancies with the results of [45] . If we consider the situation mv ≫ Λ QCD ≫ mv 2 , the leading non-perturbative effects can be parameterized in terms of a potential term as follows [46, 4] 
In Ref. [45] , the following result was reported:
We have difficulties to accommodate this result with Eq. (47) after using Eq. (49) . In particular, Eq. (48) does not appear to be able to reproduce the leading logs predicted by perturbation theory.
One would expect the 1/t 4 terms to have something to do with the perturbative terms. In any case, at short distances, the gluonic correlator behavior should go closer to the one expected by perturbation theory. Unfortunately, we see no indication of this but rather the opposite. Whereas the perturbative result predicts a behavior ∼ −1/t 4 for the E(t) · E(0) operator, the lattice simulations get a positive slope at short distance (either for quenched or unquenched simulations). Lacking of any explanation for this fact, we will refrain of using those results in order to get an estimate of the non-perturbative effects (another point of concern is that the gluon condensate prediction for quenched simulations is one order of magnitude larger than the phenomenological value). Therefore, we will not try to give any number for the ultrasoft contribution in this paper and add them to the errors 9 . In order not to overestimate them, we will constraint the allowed range of values for the ultrasoft contribution by some consistency arguments. If we rely on power counting rules, since Λ QCD ∼ mα 2 s , the non-perturbative effects would formally be of NNLO and from the discussion above about the perturbative NNLO effects one would assume a value around ∼ 50 MeV. On the other hand, for consistency of the theory (Λ 3 QCD /(mα s ) 2 ≪ mα 2 s ), the ultrasoft corrections should be smaller than the leading order solution (of order ∼ 160 MeV). Note that if this consistency argument is not fulfilled, the very same assumption that we can describe, in first approximation, the Υ(1S) by a Coulomb-type bound state fails. In order to keep ourselves as conservative as possible, we would only demand the ultrasoft corrections to be smaller than the binding energy. Therefore, we will assign to our evaluation of the RS mass a ±50 MeV error. This is roughly equivalent to assign a ±100 MeV error to the evaluation of the binding energy from the ultrasoft contributions. This error may also be considered compatible with the discussion of the situation where mα 2 s ≫ Λ QCD . From the previous discussion about the magnitude of the NNNLO contributions, we will add another ±25 MeV error to our evaluation of the RS mass (roughly equivalent to assign a ±50 MeV error to the evaluation of the binding energy) from any other (perturbative) source of higher order effects. This may seem conservative in view of the estimates of the NNNLO effects shown in Figs. 6 and 7 and the related discussion but we also include the expected error from finite charm mass effects (see [18] ). Therefore, from the RS scheme evaluation, our final estimate for the bottom mass reads (in order to avoid double counting with the error from higher order effects, we do not include now the scale dependence error) 
Whereas from the RS' scheme evaluation, we obtain the result (with the same variation of the parameters) 
where we have added (conservatively) the theoretical errors linearly. These figures compare favorably (within errors) with other determinations of the bottom mass. Either with other determinations using the Υ(1S) mass (the second references in [21, 52] and ref. [18] ), sum rules [21, 18] , lattice [48] or from measurements at LEP [49] .
In this paper, we have just taken into account the first IR renormalon of the pole mass and the singlet static potential. Nevertheless, there are subdominant renormalons that eventually could play a role. On the singlet static potential side, one expects the first problems to come from a O(Λ but this quantity is (parametrically) much smaller than the non-perturbative effects associated to the subleading renormalons, either from the pole mass or from the singlet static potential. Moreover, in this case, parametrically, the leading ambiguity would come from the subleading pole mass renormalon of O(Λ 2 QCD /m). Therefore, we would be in a similar situation that when working with the pole mass, where the actual accuracy of the result was set by the perturbative calculation. Thus, one should first get rid of these subleading renormalons in order to improve the accuracy of the calculation before doing any reference about genuine non-perturbative effects.
In the situation where mα 2 s ∼ Λ QCD , the subleading renormalon ambiguities from the singlet static potential and the pole mass are parametrically of the same order than the genuine non-perturbative corrections. The Υ(1S) seems to live closer to this situation.
It is usually claimed that the non-perturbative effects in sum rules are smaller than in the Υ(1S) mass. We would like to mention that, at least parametrically, this is not the case under the standard counting 1 √ n ∼ α s (where n labels the moments in sum rules, see [20, 21] for details). Nevertheless, it may happen that they are numerically suppressed. This is indeed the case if one considers that one can describe the non-perturbative effects by local condensates [50] . However, one can only use the expression in terms of local condensates if one is in the situation where m n ≫ Λ QCD . This would be analogous to the assumption mα 2 s ≫ Λ QCD and it may difficult to fulfill. Therefore, it is more likely that the nonperturbative corrections will also depend on a nonlocal condensate, in fact, arising from the same effective theory, on the same chromoelectric correlator that the Υ(1S) mass does. Thus, in order to estimate the non-perturbative errors in sum rules evaluations, it would be most welcome to have, at least, the explicit expression of the non-perturbative effects in the situation m n ∼ Λ QCD , which, by now, is lacking. In that way, one could relate the non-perturbative effects for different moments in the sum rules or with the non-perturbative effects of the Υ(1S) mass and eventually search for less sensitive non-perturbative physics observables.
Charm MS quark mass determination
In this section, we give a determination of the MS (and RS) charm mass. In principle, one could think of using the same procedure than in the previous section for the J/Ψ (or η c ). This would imply to believe that the J/Ψ is a mainly perturbative system. We prefer to avoid this assumption in this work and to obtain the charm mass in a different way. Our, maybe weaker, assumption will be to assume that HQET can be used for charm physics. We will search for observables that are weakly sensitive to non-perturbative physics. The observable that we will choose is the difference between the B and D meson mass. Here, it follows an analogous discussion than in the introduction. Whereas both the B meson mass and the D meson mass are O(Λ QCD ) sensitive, the difference is O(Λ 2 QCD /m) sensitive. Nevertheless, this improvement is not exploited if one writes this observable in terms of the pole masses. Therefore, here, we will use the RS masses and our previous determination of the bottom mass in order to obtain the charm mass.
The (spin-averaged) mass difference between the B and D meson mass reads
where λ 1 can be related with the expectation value of the kinetic energy in HQET and
The value of λ 1 is poorly known. We take the value λ 1 = 0.3 ± 0.2 (see [51] and references therein). We can now obtain the value of the charm mass. We perform the evaluation in both schemes, the RS and RS'. In order to estimate the errors, we fix ν f = 1 GeV and allow for a variation of 
and for the RS' scheme 
We can check that the perturbative relation between the RS and MS charm mass is indeed convergent. We obtain In order to test our evaluation, since, for the charm quark, ν f stays close to the charm mass value (maybe jeopardizing the real structure of the perturbative expansion), we will also perform the calculation in the OS scheme (note that in that case large logs may appear). We use Eq. (56) with the replacement RS → OS. In order to achieve the renormalon cancellation, we rewrite both m b,OS and m c,OS in terms of the respective MS masses and expand them in α s (m c,MS ). In this way, we obtain the renormalon cancellation for m b,OS − m c,OS but not for the 1/m terms. Therefore, for the latter, we use the MS masses as the expansion parameters. This effectively increases the magnitude of the 1/m terms but the other consistent option, to use the OS masses, is heavily affected by the renormalon (for instance m c,OS = 2 263 MeV for m c,MS = 1 210 MeV) introducing even larger errors and not reflecting the real size of the 1/m corrections. We allow for the same variation of α s and λ 1 than above, whereas for the bottom mass we use m b,MS = 4 210 ± 90 MeV. We obtain Let us consider further sources of error in the RS scheme evaluations. For these, we are using the RS bottom masses at a quite low ν f = 1 GeV. This produces that the convergence in the conversion from the MS to the RS and RS' masses for the bottom quark is slower, in particular for the RS' mass (see Table 4 ). One can then believe that higher orders in the relation between the MS and the RS' masses will add further positive contribution that in turn will increase the value of the MS charm mass bringing it closer to the MS evaluation. In any case, they are compatible within errors. Therefore, we add a ±40(20) MeV error to our RS'(RS) evaluation from the conversion from the MS to the RS'(RS) bottom quark mass. Another source of error comes from the 1/m terms. We have two effects compensating each other. With the RS scheme, the magnitude of the corrections in the relation between the RS and the MS bottom quark mass is smaller but at the price of worsening the 1/m expansion (this observation could also apply to the OS calculation). With the RS' scheme, the magnitude of the corrections in the relation between the RS and MS bottom quark mass is larger but the 1/m expansion improves (as well as being less sensitive to λ 1 ). We estimate the O(1/m 2 ) corrections to be of order ∼ 15(30) MeV for the RS'(RS) evaluation and also add them to the errors. Overall, the theoretical errors in the RS and RS' evaluations are basically equivalent. Therefore, we, somewhat, weigh more the RS' scheme evaluation, being less sensitive to λ 1 . Our final result for the MS charm mass reads (rounding) 
where we have not included the errors in α s being negligible compared with the other sources of error. This result can be compared with two recent evaluations where Charmonium data was used [52] .
At this stage, we can also give a prediction forΛ by usinḡ
We obtain (using m b,MS = 4 210 MeV)
Λ RS (1 GeV) = 659 MeV,Λ RS ′ (1 GeV) = 401 MeV.
We can see that it is crucial to specify the scheme in order to give a meaningful prediction forΛ. . This could only be explained if the ambiguity due to the renormalon is much smaller than the genuine non-perturbative effects. If we take as an indication the perturbative expansions found above, we may believe that any ambiguity in the perturbative expansion is smaller than the genuine non-perturbative effects. On the other hand, this ambiguity may explain the spread of values one can find in the literature for λ 1 .
Conclusions and outlook
We have approximately computed the normalization constant of the first infrared renormalon of the pole mass (and the singlet static potential). Estimates of the higher order coefficients of the perturbative series relating the pole mass with the MS mass (and the singlet static potential with α s ) have been obtained without relying on the large β 0 approximation. New, renormalon free, definitions of the mass and potential have been given, within an effective field theory perspective, by subtracting their closest singularities in the Borel plane. We have obtained the bottom MS quark mass from the Υ(1S) mass, and an estimate of the errors, within this new scheme. We have also obtained the charm MS mass by using the mass difference between the B and D mesons. Our final figures read 
Several lines of research may follow from our results. The use of conformal mapping could eventually lead to an improved convergent series in the evaluations of N m and N V .
It would be interesting to apply the RS scheme to bottomonium sum rules or to t-t production near threshold and see how large the differences are with respect other determinations avaliable in the literature.
Our result for the bottom mass has been obtained in the zero mass charm approximation. Finite charm mass effects [18, 53] should be incorporated in future studies.
We have seen that our evaluation suffers from scale dependence for small ν. At NNLO, the main source of scale dependence comes from the relativistic corrections. The incorporation of NNNLO effects does not seem to correct this fact. It may happen that a renormalizationgroup improved result could solve this problem. It is worth noting that there already exists one result in the OS scheme in the situation where mα 2 s ≫ Λ QCD [16] . It would be desirable to have an independent evaluation within pNRQCD and without relying on the unequality mα 2 s ≫ Λ QCD . After that, one should transform the renormalization-group improved results from the OS to a renormalon free scheme. This, a priori, may not turn out to be completely trivial.
One of the (potentially) major source of errors in our evaluation of the bottom mass is the non-perturbative contribution. Any (reliable) determination of this contribution will have an immediate impact on our understanding of the theoretical errors. On the one hand, it would put on more solid basis our implicit assumption that the leading order solution corresponds to a Coulomb-type bound state and, once this is achieved, it would move the error estimates of the non-perturbative effects from a qualitative level to a quantitative one, (hopefully) bringing them down significantly. On the other hand, one may think of cross-checking our result with other determinations. The fact that the difference happens to be relatively tiny supports our believe that (perturbative and non-perturbative) higher order effects are indeed not very large. Alternatively, one may search for combinations of observables less sensitive to long distance physics effects in order to get a more accurate result for the masses.
Leaving aside theoretical errors, one may expect to bring down the errors associated to other parameters of the theory significantly (if one has a large enough set of observables) by using global fits.
Another issue that deserves further consideration is whether it is possible to develop a renormalon subtraction scheme completely within dimensional regularization (see the discussion at the beginning of sec. 4). This would provide a better understanding of the physical system and therefore the errors could be estimated in a more reliable way.
We expect to come back to these issues in the near future.
